
114 Notes and Discussions.

knowledge except as determined by the universal (ef. PhiL of Kant,
p. 267). In the ' ^Esthetic' he shows that the present time and place
(the ' here' and ' now') can be known as such only in relation to other
times and places, and therefore as parts of one time and of one space.
In the ' Analytic' he goes on in the same spirit to show that this
determination of times and places in relation to each other and to the
unity of time and of space, is itself impossible escept through
synthetic acts of thought whereby phenomena are determined in
relation to each other and to the unity of experience. Of these acts,
the principal are those which Kant calls the ' Analogies of Experience '.
The defect of Kanf s statement, as I have tried to show (Phil, of Kant,
pp. 460-62) is that he separates the principles of Substance, Causality
and ^Reciprocity too absolutely from each other, and hence seems to
encourage the notion that the substance of things is a mere identity
underlying difference, and that the transition from cause to effect is a
mere moyement from one phenomenon to another quite different from
i t But for such errors we find the corrective in Kant himself, as, e g.,
'where he tells us that the substance of phenomena lies in their
permanent relations to each other (Kritik, pp. 231-2; Metaph.
Anfangsgriinde, passim). Kant indeed finds such permanent relations
only in external experience, but on this point I have said enough
elsewhere (Phil, of Kant, pp. 474 f£).

(5) In conclusion I would observe that Mr. Balfour also is ' among
the prophets' of Transcendentalism. For (p. 493) he admits that
" change is unthinkable except for what Mr. Green calls a ' com-
bining ' and, therefore, to some extent, a persisting consciousness";
and he admits further that some " recognisable permanence through
change" is necessary " to make change in time intelligible by
contrast," though he says at the same time that " the smallest
recognisable permanence is enough ". I t is such a little one I How
can Mr. Balfour be allowed at once to use, and to repudiate, the
transcendental method 1 And in reference to the above admissions,
how will he deal with his own dilemma 1 Will he venture to affirm
either that the persisting consciousness, of which he speaks, is only a
" casual necessity of his reflective moments," or, on the other hand,
that every one who is conscious of a permanent object must also have
explicit consciousness of a persistent self 1

EDWABD CALRD.

(1) The whole value of Mr. Caird's fiist criticism depends on a confusion
between performing an act and formulating the fact of its performance. I
neither assert nor dispute the proposition that all knowledge is relative. But
if it be true, I readily admit that it is not the less true because it is not a
truth recognised by the mass of mankind. This admission, however, in no
way weakens the force of my criticism on the transcendental method, for
my contention is that, in many of the cases of so-called transcendental
necessity, the relation under which we are told an object has to be thought
before it can be anything to a thinking being, is one under which by the
majority of mankind it is not thought. I do not say that the maionty of
mankind never formulate the fact of their so thinking i t : I say that as a

 at H
arvard L

ibrary on July 18, 2015
http://m

ind.oxfordjournals.org/
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


Notts and Discussions. 115

matter of fact they do not so think i t : and I say so on the authority of Mr.
Caird himself in PhiL of Kant, p. 396—" Kant is here nraminiTig what
elements are involved in knowledge, and therefore does not need to
consider how far the clear consciousness of them is developed in the
individual, nor indeed whether the individual ever actually develops that
eonteununett at all".

Mr. Caird will be able to quote against me Mill and Hamilton (authori-
ties, by the way, for whom I entertain no especial respect) when he can show
that they held the doctrine of the relativity of knowledge and at the same
time believed that certain individuals never bed a consciousness of the
things related.

(2) I should like to see Mr. Caird's second objection more fully developed.
If, as the first sentence in the paragraph would seem to show, he attributes
to me the opinion that all filets of thought are facts of consciousnest, I
acknowledge it to be mine. If, as the third sentence suggests, he supposes me
to hold that we are conscious of all that is involved in any judgment we
may happen to make respecting objects, I need hardly say that such an
opinion is not mine.

With regard to the latter part of the paragraph he is in error in supposing
me to confuse the Idealism of Berkeley and of Kant; though it is true that
I think the practice of applying (as Mr. Caird and Mr. Grten habitually do)
the term to the philosophy of the latter rather tfaiD to that of the former,
is not one to be commended. r> •

(3) It will be sufficient to say, in answer to the third criticism, that the
opinion I intended to express, and to which Mr. Caird appears to take
exception, was this—that transcendental writers occasionally apeak as if
the accuracy of ordinary mathematical and physical knowledge was to be
assumed as true irrespective of philosophy. I merely wished to guard the
reader against supposing that this way of speaking represents the real
opinion of the philosophers who use i t

(4) The fourth criticism consists generally in an accusation of ignorance
respecting the true teaching of the ' Transcendental Analytic'. There is
no special reply to be made to it, except this—that an ignorance which has
proved impenetrable to all the explanations of Mr. Caird's work is hardly
likely to be enlightened by two paragraphs.

(6) The fifth criticism depends on a complete misconception on Mr.
Cairo's part as to the nature of my attack on Transcendentalism. This
consists of two distinct arguments. The first attempts to show that there
are great difficulties (to say the least) in founding a creed upon
' transcendental necessities'; the second attempts to show that in certain
cases no ' transcendental necesssity' exists of the kind required by Kant
I never dreamt of denying that to each one of us there are relations which
are involved in objects, and which on reflection we cannot make abstraction
of without rendering the object " nothing to us as thinking beings". But
(1) I see great difficulties in resting a philosophical system on these
necessary relations even when they exist, and (2) I think they do not exist
in all the cases in which the transcendentalists profess to find them. It is
the tecond point I was attempting to establish in the passage which Mr.
Caird appears to think amounts to an admission of the principle on which
rests the validity of the transcendental method.

ABTHTJB JAMBB BAUOUB.
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